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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 


or/g/nal  filed 


my  2  o  m2 


RECEIVED 

HAY  2  1 1992 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiff  HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  OF 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation ; 


Plaintiff, 

vs . 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG  and  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive, 

Defendants . 


)  Case  No.  BC  052395 

) 

)  EVIDENTIARY  OBJECTIONS  TO 
)  DEFENDANT'S  "EXHIBITS  TO 
)  SUPPLEMENTARY  OPPOSITION  TO 
)  MOTION  FOR  PRELIMINARY 
)  INJUNCTION"  AND  ALL  OTHER 
)  EXHIBITS  SUBMITTED  BY 
)  DEFENDANT 
) 

)  DATE:  May  21,  1992 
)  TIME:  8:30  a.m. 

)  DEPT:  88 

) 

)  DISCOVERY  CUTOFF:  None 
)  MOTION  CUTOFF:  None 
)  TRIAL  DATE:  None 
) 


Plaintiff  Church  of  Scientology  International  hereby  submits 
the  following  general  and  specific  evidentiary  objections  to  the 
exhibits  submitted  by  defendant  in  support  of  the  several 
oppositions  defendant  has  filed  with  this  Court. 

Defendant  is  apparently  submitting  two  volumes  of  exhibits 
that  were  previously  filed  in  this  action  in  the  Superior  Court 
for  the  County  of  Marin.  These  volumes  were  submitted  in  Marin 
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County  along  with  a  request  to  the  Marin  Court  for  judicial 
notice  of  approximately  40  documents. 

Defendant  has  also  submitted  another  set  of  documents 
entitled  "Exhibits  to  Supplementary  Opposition  to  Motion  for 
Preliminary  Injunction."  Defendant  then  offers  the  following 
instruction  for  slogging  through  this  morass  of  exhibits: 

"Ex  "I"  series  refers  to  exhibits  (in  which  Ex.  I- 
1  Requests  judicial  notice  thereof)  in  Evidence  in 
Support  of  Defendant's  Opposition  to  Scientology's 
Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction  Vol  I  and  Vol  II 
filed  3-16-92.  Ex  "2"  refer  [sic]  to  exhibits  to 
declaration  of  Gerald  Armstrong  filed  3-16-92.  "Ex" 
without  numbers  refer  [sic]  to  additional  exhibits 
filed  with  this  brief  in  case  prior  filings  are  lost 
and  for  court  convenience. 

"Armstrong  incorporates  the  brief  of  Amicus  Yanny." 

See  Defendant's  Opposition  at  unnumbered  page  1,  footnote  2. 

This  instruction  is  then  followed  by  another  instruction 
contained  in  a  letter  from  defendant's  counsel: 

"Enclosed  are  our  P&A's.  The  reference  to  the  new 
exhibits  filed  with  same  are  those  exhibits  we  mailed 
yesterday  entitled  'Exhibits  to  Supplementary 
Opposition  to  Motion  for  Preliminary  Hearing. '  Just 
remove  the  word  'Supplementary.'" 

Letter  from  Paul  Morantz  to  Laurie  Bartilson,  dated  May  7,  1992. 

Defendant  has  provided  to  plaintiff  a  bound  volume  of 

disjointed  documents  and  unidentified  portions  of  documents.  The 

volume  contains  no  index  and  no  cover  sheets  indicating  where  one 

exhibit  leaves  off  and  another  begins.  From  this  volume 

plaintiff  must  guess  in  order  to  ascertain  what  defendant  is 

seeking  to  provide  as  exhibits. 

To  add  to  the  confusion  it  does  not  appear  that  defendant's 

current  opposition  or  supplementary  opposition  even  makes 

reference  to  the  vast  majority  of  documents  contained  in  the  two 
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volumes  submitted  originally  in  Marin  County. 

Against  this  backdrop  plaintiff  objects  to  the  two  volumes 
of  exhibits  submitted  in  Marin  County  as  obviously  irrelevant 
since  they  are  not,  for  the  most  part,  even  referred  to  in 
defendant's  current  opposition.  (In  addition,  plaintiff  objects 
to  these  exhibits  for  all  the  reasons  stated  in  plaintiff's 
"Evidentiary  Objections  to  the  Evidence  in  Support  of  Defendant's 
Opposition  to  Plaintiff's  Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction" 
submitted  in  Marin  County,  attached  hereto  as  "Attachment  1"  and 
made  a  part  hereof.) 

Plaintiff  objects  to  the  exhibits  associated  with 
defendant's  current  opposition  on  the  grounds  of  inadmissibility, 
lack  of  preliminary  or  foundational  facts,  irrelevancy,  hearsay, 
improper  opinion,  lack  of  probative  value  under  Evidence  Code 
Section  352  and  lack  of  proper  request  for  judicial  notice. 

I.  SPECIFIC  OBJECTIONS  TO  EXHIBITS  ASSOCIATED 
WITH  DEFENDANT'S  CURRENT  OPPOSITION 

1.  Plaintiff  objects  to  apparent  (but  unidentified)  Exhibit 
A,  "Memorandum  of  Intended  Decision"  of  June  1984,  on  the  grounds 
it  (1)  lacks  foundation  or  authentication  as  a  correct  copy,  (2) 
lacks  relevance  to  this  proceeding,  and  (3)  has  not  been 
judicially  noticed. 

2.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  C,  one  page  from  an 
unidentified  transcript,  on  the  grounds  that  it  (1)  is 
unidentified  and  plaintiff  cannot  ascertain  its  origin,  (2)  lacks 
foundation  and  authentication,  and  (3)  appears  to  be  irrelevant. 

3.  Plaintiff  objects  to  what  may  be  Exhibits  "Dl"  and  "D2" 
on  the  grounds  that  they  (1)  lack  foundation  or  authentication, 
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and  (2)  are  irrelevant.  (There  are  no  identifying  cover  sheets 
with  these  exhibits,  so  plaintiff  is  making  a  best  guess.) 


4.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  G,  a  motion  regarding 
depositions  in  Corydon  v.  Church  of  Scientology,  on  the  grounds 
it  (1)  lacks  foundation  or  authentication,  and  (2)  is  totally 
irrelevant  to  the  issues  in  this  case. 

II.  SPECIFIC  OBJECTIONS  TO  EXHIBITS  FORMERLY  FILED  IN  MARIN 

COUNTY  BUT  REFERRED  TO  IN  CURRENT  OPPOSITION 

5.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  G,  Memorandum  of  Intended 
Decision  of  June  1982,  since  it  is  the  same  as  Exhibit  A  and  is 
subject  to  the  same  objections. 

6.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  T  since  it  is  the  same  as 
Exhibit  F. 

7.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  CC  for  the  same  reasons 
stated  with  regard  to  Exhibit  G  since  Exhibits  CC  and  G  are  the 
same  document. 

8.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  DD,  a  complaint  filed  in 
Church  of  Scientology  v.  Xanthos.  on  the  grounds  of  total 
irrelevancy  to  any  fact  or  issue  in  this  case. 

Plaintiff  respectfully  requests  that  the  Court  sustain 
objections  to  the  exhibits  submitted  in  support  of  defendant's 
several  Oppositions  and  that  this  Court  deem  these  items 
/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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inadmissible  for  purposes  of  this  lawsuit. 


Dated:  May  19,  1992 


Respectfully  submitted, 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 


Andrew  H 
WILSON,  RYAN  AND  CAMPILONGO 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


H:\ARMSTR0N\ARM.0BJ 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  Sc  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  OF  ) 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 
not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Plaintiff,  ) 

) 

vs.  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG  and  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

) 

Defendants.  ) 


) 


Case  No. 

EVIDENTIARY  OBJECTIONS  TO  THE 
EVIDENCE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  DEFENDANT'S 
OPPOSITION  TO  PLAINTIFF'S  MOTION 
FOR  PRELIMINARY  INJUNCTION 


DATE:  March  20,  1992 

TIME:  9:00  a.m. 

DEPT:  4 


Plaintiff,  Church  of  Scientology  International  (hereinafter 
"the  Church")  hereby  submits  the  following  evidentiary  objections 
to  the  exhibits  submitted  by  defendant  Gerald  Armstrong  in 
support  of  defendant's  opposition  to  plaintiff's  motion  for 
preliminary  injunction.  Pursuant  to  these  evidentiary 
objections,  and  the  accompanying  memorandum  of  points  and 
authorities,  plaintiff  respectfully  requests  that  each  and  every 
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item  submitted  by  Armstrong  be  deemed  inadmissible  and 
disregarded  by  this  Court,  for  purposes  of  this  hearing  and  for 
all  future  purposes. 

Plaintiff  furthermore  objects  to  each  and  every  item  of 
evidence  proffered  by  Armstrong,  on  the  grounds  that  it  is 
inadmissible,  incompetent,  without  preliminary  or  foundational 
facts,  unauthenticated,  hearsay,  argumentative,  incompetent 
opinion  evidence,  proffered  in  violation  of  the  best  evidence 
rule,  and  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  consistent  with 
section  352  of  the  California  Evidence  Code. 

SPECIFIC  OBJECTIONS  ♦ 

1.  Plaintiff  objects  to  the  admission  of  Exhibits  I-B,  I-D 
1-0-1 '  1-0-2 '  I-E'  I-F'  I-F-l,  I-G,  I-H,  I-J,  I-K,  I-L,  I-M,  I-N 
1— 0/  F— P,  I— T,  I-X,  and  I— Y.  These  exhibits  are  all 

documents  which  are  part  of  the  record  ordered  sealed  as  part  of 
the  settlement  of  Armstrong  I .  This  sealing  order,  issued  by 
Judge  Breckenridge,  was  upheld  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Church  of 
Scientology  of  California  v.  Armstrong  (1991),  232  Cal.App.3d 
1060,  283  Cal.Rptr.  917. 

2*  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  I— A  on  the  grounds  it  is 
(1)  inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

3.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  I-MM  on  the  grounds  it  is 
(1)  inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
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foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument ,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

4.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  II  on  the  grounds  it  is 
(1)  inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

5.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  III  on  the  grounds  it  is 
(1)  inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

6.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  IV  on  the  grounds  it  is 
(1)  inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

7.  Plaintiff  objects  to  Exhibit  V  on  the  grounds  it  is  (1) 
inadmissible;  (2)  incompetent;  (3)  without  preliminary  or 
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foundational  facts;  (4)  is  comprised  of  improper  hearsay, 
argument ,  and  incompetent  opinion  evidence;  (5)  lacks  relevance; 
(6)  addresses  matters  not  within  the  affiant's  personal 
knowledge;  and  (7)  is  devoid  of  any  probative  value  pursuant  to 
California  Evidence  Code  §  352. 

Plaintiff  respectfully  requests  that  the  Court  sustain 
plaintiff's  objections  and  that  each  and  every  item  specified  in 
the  above  objections  be  deemed  inadmissible  and  disregarded  by 
this  Court,  for  purposes  of  this  hearing  and  for  all  future 
purposes. 

Dated:  March  19,  1992  Respectfully  submitted. 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 

California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 

party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 

Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 

On  May  19,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 

as  EVIDENTIARY  OBJECTIONS  TO  DEFENDANT'S  "EXHIBITS  TO 

SUPPLEMENTARY  OPPOSITION  TO  MOTION  FOR  PRELIMINARY  INJUNCTION" 

AND  ALL  OTHER  EXHIBITS  SUBMITTED  BY  DEFENDANT  on  interested 

parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Paul  Morantz  BY  HAND 
P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 

Graham  Berry  BY  HAND 
Lewis,  D'Amato,  Brisbois  &  Bisgaard 
221  N.  Figueroa  St.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 

Ford  Greene 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 

[x]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[x]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 


it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit . 

Executed  on  May  19,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  ** (BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  May  19,  1992.  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Signature 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 


**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


